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I do not forget the end had in view when God's
benevolence was so conspicuously shown in the
fact of divine inspiration.    My point is, that all
this is logically overthrown by concessions wrong-
fully made to infidel geologists.    For example:
If the word day, in Genesis I, does not mean that
at all, but a vast age of indefinite duration, how
comes it that divine inspiration did not give us a
corresponding term of language fitted to express
precisely that idea?   And when the same word,
declarative of the times of the creative works of
God, is inserted in the fourth commandment, how
comes it that the figurative instead of the literal
meaning of the word is used in a legal document
naturally forbidding such use, and especially when
no intimation of it is given, and when the people
to whom the written law was first imparted must
have understood this, like all other terms of its
language, in its literal sense ?   Moreover, philol-
ogy requires us always to understand a word in
its literal and not in its figurative sense when it is
first used.   Especially must this be so in a simple
narrative destitute of all figures.   How, then, can
we consistently suppose that divine inspiration
would employ the smallest term of language in a
way that must necessarily give a false impression
as to the meaning of revelation ?   How often is it
apparent that the littlest word is the biggest, and
the most inconspicuous the most important in a
sentence or a paragraph?   This, I think, is the
exact position of the noun DAY and of the con-
junction AND, both in Genesis I, and in Exodus 20,